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71 I St Apt. '2, Hampton, NH 058423455 

N-&rl,2)005 ll:48AM 

Senator John Sununu 
US. Senate 
111 Russell SenateOflice Building 
Washington. E€ 20510-0001 

SuLject Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deer Senator Sununu: 

I have serious concerns regarding theFederal Communications Gmmissions'(FCC)position to change the Universal Service 
Fu~d(USF)collationmethodtoamo~thly flat fee. Many of ~ourconatituents,includingme,myfrienda,family andneighbors, 
will be negatively impacted by theunfair change propxed by theFCC. 

&you know,USFiscu2.I.entlycollmtedonarevenuebasis. Pmplewhowmorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchanges 
that system toa flat fee, that means that someonewhouseaone tho-dminutsamonthof long distance,pays thesame 
amount into thefundassommnewhouaesrerominutesof long distanceamonth. Gnstituentswhouse their limited rsources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could came mang low-volume long distance users, like students. prepaid wireless users. senior citizens and low- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phons  due to unaffordahle monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
thefundingburdenof theUSFfromh~h~lumetolow-volumeusers is~adicalandunn-~ .  Inaddition,itwouldhavea 
h a h l g  detrimental effect on small businesses all acr- America 
~eKKeepUSFFairCwlition,of whi~hIamamember,k-meinformedabout theUSFissuewithmonthlg newlettersandup 
todateinformation on their.xebsite,inc!udinglinlrJ toFCC information. WhileIamaware that federa l lawdw not require 
companies to recover, or "pea along' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCB-toanumberstaxedmy servicewillcost more. Andaccording totheCoalitionbrwent 
meetings with topFCCofficials, therCChasp1ans tochange toaflat feesystem s w n  and withoutlegidation. 

Iwillcontinue tomonitol.developmentson theissueandconti.ueto~readthewordtomycommunitq. Irequest y o u v  
along my concerns to theFCCon my behalf, letting themknowhowaflat fee taxcoulddisproportionately affect those in youz 
constituency. 

~ ~ ~ k g o u f o ~ y o u ~ c o ~ t i ~ u ~ w o ~ k a ~ d I l w k f o ~ a ~ d  tohearingabout yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerelg. 

Cralg Doble 

cc: 
The Federal Communic%tionr CQmmisaion 



Scott Britten 
PO Box 1 , Rudolph, OH 43462 cc; - MMI 

November 1,2005 1 l:23 AM 

Senator George Voinovich 
U S .  Senate 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Voinovich 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the limd as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Scott Britten 

cc: 
. . ,  

. , ~  , 
The Federal Communications Com'ission 



Carla Shemak 
15296 Spring Valley Rd , Highland, WI 53543 

November 1,2005 11:06 AM 

Representative Rr .ind 
U.S. House of P -sentatives 
1406 Longw douse Office Building 
Washing i 20515-0001 

..e: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Kind: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding bwden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it viould have a iughly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Carla Shemak 
.. 

cc: 
The Federal Comunications Commission 

. ,  :' , ' .  
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Theresa Ellis 
64 Circle Drive West, Montgomery, IL 60538 

November 30,2005 11:09 PM 

Senator Dick Durbin 
U.S. Senate 
332 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Durbin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Theresa Ellis 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



1 FCC - M b . \ L R w  / 

Aimee Kardulas 
Po Box 122 , york harbor, ME 0391 1 

November 1,2005 11:04 AM 

Senator Susan Collins 
U.S. Senate 
461 Dirken Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Collins: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently co ected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a fla ? fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee taw could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume Users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it 'would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Aimez Kardulas 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Comnlission . ,  , ' 

. -  . ,  . .  . ,  . . ,  , 
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Michael Pruett 
1915 S. 42nd Street, Kansas CIty, KS 66106 . .- .- 

November 1,2005 11:35 AM 

Senator Pat Roberts 
U S .  Senate 
109 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Senator Roberts: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Michael Pruett 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



I 3 0 2085 : 

Lanelle J o p h  i 
417 Western Hills .Abilene, TX79605 w 

November 1,2005 ll:% AM 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
US.Senate 
284 Russell SenateCffice Building 
Washington. E€ 2051O-OoO1 

SubiectRe:Federal-State Joint Board on UnivenalSewiceCCDmket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hotchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Comm~asions'(FCC)position to change the Universal Service 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and nei&b~rs, 
willbenegatively impactedby theunfairchangeproposedhy theFCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue baaw. People who me moxe p a y  more into the aystem. If the K C  changes 
tbatsgstemtoaflatfee, that means that SOmeOnewhouSeSonethou3andminuteaamo.thof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into the fund as someonewho use8 zero minutes of long distancea month Constituents whouse their limited resources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceusers,likestudents,prepaidwirelessuse~~,seniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up  their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
thefunding burden of theUSFfromh~hvolumetolow-volumeuserJis~adical a n d u n n - 9 .  In addition.itwmldhavea 
hi&y detrimental effect on small businesses all acr- America 
The Keep USF Fair Cwlition, of which I am a member, keep  me informed &ut the USF i m e  with monthlg newsletters and up  
to date information on their webrite, including links to K C  information. While I a m  aware that fderal law does not r q u i r e  
companies to recmver, or "pm along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do, As a consumer I would like ensure I 
amchargedfairly. IftheFCCgoestoanumbers taxed,my servicewillcost more. AndaccordingtotheGalition$r~ent 
m~tingswithtopKCofficials,theFCChdsplan~tochangetoaflat feesystem-nandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito~developmentson theisrueandmntinuetoapreodthewordtomycommunity. Irequest y o u v s  
alongmyconcernstothefCConmybehal~letting themlcnowhowaflatfeetaxcoulddispr~~ionately affectthasein your 
condituency. 

ThankyouforyourcontinuedworkandIlookforwa~dtohea~ingabout yourpositionon thismatter. 

Sincerely, 

h n e l l e  Joplin 



Willfred Bipott 1 
301 Crestwood Dr , Kenvdle, TX 78028 - 

November 30,2005 11:41 PM 

Representative Henry Bonilla 
U S .  House of Representatives 
2458 Raybum House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Bonilla: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Willtied Bigott 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



norman wessel 
2307 old lake road, ransomville, NY 14131 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 60m high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would .lave a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

nonnan wessel 

cc: 
The Federal Communicaticns Commission 

, I  .'., 



November I ,  2005 1129 AM 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
U S .  Senate 
112 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it'"Wou1d have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
wi!l cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

'Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mata  Klass 

cc 
The Federal CornmunicationS' C~mmission 



1 DEC 3 0 2005 1 
ron viola 
9 washington rd , so. glens falls, NY 12803 

November 30,2005 1055 PM 

Representative John Sweeney 
U S  House of Representatives 
416 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Sub;ect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Sweeney: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 6om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

ran viola 

cc: 
FCC General Emad Box 

' /  



DEC 3 0 2005 

I FCC - 
LARRY LYNCH 
739 N COMMERCIAL, CLARK, SD 57225 

November 1,2005 11:12 AM 

Senator Tim Johnson 
U.S. Senate 
136 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Johnson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

'Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

LARRY LYNCH 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

_ , _ I  



Senator George Voinovich 
U.S. Senate 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Voinovich 

I have serious concerns rzgdrding the Federal Conununications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federallaw does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a cohhmei I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fer F"-' M soon and without legislation. 

I will contir 
you pass aloi 
affect those in y8. r constituency. 

Thank yu- VI your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Schmitz 

iitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
mcems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
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Dana Grubb 
2420 Henderson Place, Bethlehem, PA 18017-4931 

November 1,2005 1052 AM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
U.S. Senate 
7 11 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subiect: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

1 have serious concern regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 

my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constiments who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Dana Grubb 

I r , - I "'PT -to I. a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, _. . . , 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

I_- -, -. . ~. .. 



timothy tulowitzky 
134 Owen s t ,  star, NC 27356 

November 1,2005 11 :04 AM 

Representative Robin Hayes 
U.S. House of Representatives 
130 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Hayes: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fornard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

timothy tulowitzky 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



mr. - M A I ~  f+U3Lh I 
Rita Granados 
3800 I ittle Rd, Apt 5103 , Arlington, TX 76016 I 

November 1,2005 11:08 AM 

Representative Joe Barton 
U S .  House of Representatives 
2 109 Raybum House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Barton: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
wili cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in y o u  constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sitlterely, 

Rita Granados 

cc 
The Federal Communications Commission 



-- 
November 1,2005 11:OS AM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US.  Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me. 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

CECELIA FIDLER 

cc: 
The Federsl Communications Commission 



Carol Johnstone 

GO Frmt Meadow Trail, Rochester, NY 14612 

November 1,2005 1152 AM 

Senator Chad- Schumer 
US. Senate 
313Hati SenateOfficeBuilding 
Woshington, DC 20510-0001 

SubjatRe:Federal-State Joint Board on UniversalSemiceCCDket 96-45 

D e a r  Sna to r  Schumer: 

1 have aerious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal Senrice 
Fund (USF)collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, 
willhoegatively impactedby t h e u n f a i r c h a n g e p ~ o ~ e d b y  theFCC. 

Asqou know,USFiscunently collectedonarevenuebasis. Pqlewhousemorepay  moreintothesystem. If theFCCchangm 
that system toaflat fee,that m~nsthatsomeonewhousesonethousendminutesamonthof longdistance,paysthesame 
amount into thefundasaomeonewhovsesierominutesof longdistancea month. Gnatituentswhouse their limitedresources 
wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

Aflat fee taxcouldcause many low-volumelong distanceusera,likestudentspl.epaidwirelmsusers,seniorcitirensandlow- 
income residential and rural consumem, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the fundingburdenof theUSFfromhghvolume tolow-volumeusersis,adicalandunnecessanl. Imaddition,itwouldhavea 
hahl~j detrimental effect on small busine- all across America. 
TheKee)7USFFairCoalition,ofwhichIama member, keepmeinfomedabout  theUSFissuewithmonthly newsletters andup 
to date information on their website, inJuding links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require 
companies to recover, or “-along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like enanre 1 
amchargedfairly. If theFCCg-toanumbers taxed,my semicewillcost more. ~daccordingtotheCoalitionsr~ent 
meetingswith topFCCoffidals. theFCChasplana tochangetoaflat feesystemManandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonitordevelopmentson theissueandcontinue tospreadthewordtomy community. Irequest youpass 
~ongmyconcernstotherCConmybehalf,letting themknowhowaflatfeetaxmulddisproportionately affect thosein your 
constituency. 

ThankrjouforyourcontinuedworkandIlookforward toheating about yourpositionon thismatter 

Sincerely 

Carol Johnstone 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commision 



November 1,2005 1 1 : IO AM 

Senator Mitch McConnell 
US. Senate 
36 I -A Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator McConnell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance. pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a nighly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Minnie Martin 

cc: 

, The Federal Communications Commission 



Douglas Yarbruugh i I rr-n 
L &#) 2024 W. Oglethorpe Ave. Apartment 12, Albany, GA 31707-4161 

November 1, ZOOS 1O:SS AM 

Senator Saxby Chambliss 
U.S. Senate 
416 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 
~~ ~ . 

De?- Senator Chambliss: 

.~ . , .. ..iious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Douglas Yarbrough 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

. .__I---_- -. . ~~ . 



Sharon Davenport 
1105 N Grand, Eldon, MO 65026 

-_ 
November 1,2005 10:58 AM 

Rrprrsentative Kenny Hulshof 
U S .  House of Representatives 
4 12 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

?ear Representative Hulshof: 

d e  serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distancr, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal. law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Davenport 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



Nwemher1.7005 113OAM 

Senator Kay Hutchiron 
US.Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, 20510-0001 

Subject:Re:FederalState Joint b a r d o n  Unive r sa lSemiceCCDet  96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal CommunicationsGmmiasions'(FCC)poaition to change the Universal Senice 
Fund(USF)collection method toamonthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,my frien&.family and nei&hm 
will le negatively impacted by theunfair change propxed by theFCC. 

Asyou know,USFiscunently collectedonarevenuehasis. Peoplewhousemorepay moreintothesystem. If theFCCchnnges 
thatsystem toaflatfee,that meanathatsomeonewhousesonethouMndmi~ut~amonthoflongdistance,paysthe~me 
amount into the~ndoasomeonewhousesrerominutesof longdistaneamonth. Gnstituentswhouse their limited resources 
wiselg should not be p a n a l i d  for doing so. 

Aflatfee tanrouldcausemany low-volumelong distanceu~~s,likeetudentsprgvlidwirelessusersaeniorciti~ns andlow- 
income residential and rural consumers, to giveup their phones due tounaffordable monthly increases on their billa Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume usem is radical and unnffeasary. In addition, it would have a 

hahly  detrimental effect on small businesses all acrm America 
TheKeepUSFFairCoalition,of whichlamamemher. keeps me informedabout theUSFissuewithmonthly newalettera andup 
to date informafic;u on theil.w~bsite,lncluding links to FCC information. While l a m  aware tkat federal kwdoes not require 
mmpanies to recover, or "p... along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a conmmer 1 would like ensure I 
amchergedfairly. If theFCCgoestoanu&n t~ed.mysenicewillcoptmore. Andacmrdining totheCoalition'srecent 
meetingrwithtopFCCofficials,theFCChapphnstochangetoaflatfees~~temsmnandwithoutlegislation. 

Iwillcontinuetomonito~developmentson theiasveandmntinuetospreadthewo,dtomy mmmunity. Irequestyoupasa 
along my concerns to theFCCon my hehalf,letting them knowhowaflat fee taxmulddiap~oportionately affect t h w  in your 
constituency. 

TbankyouforyourcontinuedworkandIlookforwaidtohea2.ingabout your)asitionon thismatter. 

Sincerely. 

Leslie Pat temn 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Gmmisaioa 

, .. . 



Carl Schoonover I 
15 Gibson Avenue, Oakfeld, NY 14125 

I 

November 1,2005 11:35 AM 

Representative Thomas Reynolds 
U.S. House of Representatives 
332 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Reynolds: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessari. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a comumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carl Schoonover 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Co&ission 

. .  
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Kerry& 1 F C C . U  T-\fs. * 
L 712 Buddy L. Dew,  Fori Worth, TX 76108 

November 1,2@5 1130 AM 

Senator John G m g n  
US. Senate 
517 Hart Senate Office b i l d i %  
Washinaton, Dc 2@510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint E&rd on Universal Service CC h k e t  96-45 

Dear Senator Corngn: 

I haw seriousconcerns regarding thefederal Communications Cornmimiom (FCC)position to change the Universal &mice 
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors. 
willbe negatively impacted by theunfairchange proposed by theFCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue his. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes 
that sgstem t o a f k t  fee, that meanathatJomeonewhousesonethousandminut~amonthof 1ongdistance.paysthesame 
amount intothefundaJ~omeonewhouses~e~ominutesoflong~tanceamonth. Constituentrwhouae theirlimitedzeaources 
wiselg should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat f e e  tax could cause many low-volume long distance usen, like students, prepaid wireless usen, senior citizens and low- 
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting 
the funding burden of the USF from &h volume to low-wlume uem ia radical and unn-s~ly. In addition, it would have a 

b&y detrimental effect on amall businesses all acrwherica. 
l'heKeepUSFFair.Coalition,of whicbIamamember, keepsme infomedabout theUSFiasuewithmoathly newslettenandup 
to date information on theirwehi(e, inclcding links to FCC information. While I mu aware that federal law does not require 
companiestoracow~,oor"~alo~"theQefeestotbeircustomem, thereality is that they do. AsaconaumerIwouldlikeensureI 
amchargedkirly. Il theFCCg- toanumber3 taxedmyselvicewillcostmore. Andaccording totheCoalition'srecent 
meetings with top FCCofficials, theFCC has plans to change to a flat fee system smn and without legislation. 

Iwillcontiauetomonitordevelopmentson theianueandcontinuetospreadthewordtomy community. Iregvest youpas  
alonamyconce~nstotheFCCon mgbehalf,lettina themknowhowafhtfeet~coulddiaproporiionately~fect thmein your 
constituencg. 

Thank you for qour continuedwork and I look forward to hmring about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Keng Rim 

cc: 
The Fedoral GmmunicationsCommision 

I /  : 
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Billy Parker -...-_I 
39542 Chappellet Cir. , Mumeta, CA 92563-4853 

November 1,2005 11:12 AM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U.S. Senate 
33 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause m a y  lo.,+vulume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsleitm and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCCgoes to a numbers taxed, my senrice 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t 3  hearing about your position r,n this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Billy Parker 

CC: 
The Fedrral Communications Commission 


